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BEHAVIORAL STRATEGIES FOR ENHANCING PRODUCTIVITY

Anerica is in trouble. The competitive spirit has caught-on around
the world and we are no longer the leaders in productivity gains--iadeed,
it would be argusd that we are dangerouslv close to being out of the geme!
Recently, the Bureau of Lator Statistics published some unsettling data.
0f seven lecading industrial nations, the United States ranked sixth in
productivity increases from 1968 to 1978. According to rhe study, the

rankings are:
1268-1378

Productivity
Increases

1. 1he Netherlauds 93.72

2. Japan 89.1

3. VWest Germany 03.8

4. France £1.8

5. Italy 60.1

6. United States 23.¢0

7. United ¥Yiangdom 21.6

Increasingly, top level exacutives involved in strategic decision
making are beginning tv emphasize the importance of aun organization's

Fuman xesources for enhancing productivity. Mauy approaches can be taken

to develop human regources. These range from improving work methods to
improviang the quality of life at work. Bbefore selecting a particular tactic
2 gystematic perspective on the causes of good and poor performance is
necuasary. Without such a perspective, productivity improvemant techniques

2ay be pronmorted and erroneously accepted without sufficient documentary

r—

Source: Burcrsu of Laber Statistics, Urited Stares Department
of Labor, 1272.
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evidence of their effects and generalizability across iudustries.

This article presents such a perspective. A three stage process is
proposed for enhancing productivity through the utilizatiom of human
resources. The stages comprisiang the process are:

1, Strategies for ideatifving poor performance

2. Strategies for deciding what causes poor perferrzance

. 3., Strategies for aoglng with puor performszace
Together these strategies form a performance enﬁancemen: system, This

systen is depictea Ir Figure 1:

Identifying
Poor Performance

Coping with Poor
Performance to
Increase Productivity

Decidiﬁg what
Cauzed the Poor
Performance

IDENTIFYING POOR PERFORMANCE
How should managers go about 1den:1£yiﬁg problems? How dec they? 1In
£any cases the answers to these two questions are not the sare, Basically,
we can refer to an ideal approach concerning how managers should identify
problems as a ratiornal approach to problem identificatica. In contrast, we

can thiak of the descripcive posture concerning how managers actually do
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identify performance problems as & conditionally rational approach subject
to the limitation of managers as processors of information and as decision

mnkers. There is emerging evidence indicating that the processes actually used

. by managers in formulating and identifying periormance problems are not

always completaly rationa1.2 Hopefully, & better undersctanding of whet we
actuslly do can lead to the developnent and liplementation of strategies
that will bring us closer to wvhat we should do.

Typical Evaluuiiorn Procedur~s

This section vill des:ribe the two mast prevalent systems for eval ;at-
ing performance in todav's orgpanizazions: the use of performance outcomes,
and personality traits. We will :hen describe the judgment processes under-
lying the use of rational procedures in idenzifying performance protlems.
This {g follcwed by a description of several limitations to the use of these

rational processes,

Performince Outconcs

Senior level management, stockholders and consumers are generally
concerned with performance outcomes as measures of an individual's level of
productivity. That 1s, they are concerned with cost-related measures such
as profits, costs, product quantiry and quality, returns on investment, etc.

The person who scores well on these measures Is presumed to be highly

2 Miatzbery, Henry. The Nature of Managerial Work, published originally
by Harper and Row, L97J, 1980 edition puulished bv Prentice-Kall, Inc.,
Englewood Cl1{fs, N.J., Chapters 3, 4 and 5; WMivtzberg, He.ry, D.
Raisinghani and A. Thcoret. '"The Structure of 'Unctructured' Decision
Processes,’” Admfnistratire Srience Quarterly, Vol, 21, No. 2, Juae 1976,
Pp. 246-27Z; Ackctf, Russell L. The Art of Problem Solving, John Wiley
anl Suns, New York, N.Y., 1978; Lyles, Mzrjorie A. and lan 1. Mitroff.

"Organizational Frcdlem Fo r|]8cion An lLopiriecsl Studv," Administrative

Sclence Quarterlv, Vol. 25, No. 1, March 1950, pp. 102-119.
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motivated toward perforwmance ilmprovement. The person whuo has received adequate
resnurces iacluding training to do the job, but performs pocrly on these
qeasures, is presumed to be poorly motivated.

Performance cutcomes ney serve as an excelleat thermometer of an organ-
izatioa’'s health or effectiveness, but they are generally inadequate meas-
ures, by themselves, of an individual employee's job effect?.ecness. In
fact, they can even bc demotivating, if not destructive, for both the indi-
vidusl and the cmployer for the folleowing reasons.

First, cost-related measures are oft-u affecied by factors over which
an individual ecmployee has little or no control. The pavformance of one
iadiviuual 1s often causaily aftected by the perforsance of other individuals,
It 4s not cnly unfair, tut it can be illegal to distribute orgasizational
rewards and puuisheents (e.g., promotion, sransfer, dewotion, alsmigsal,
bonus, et¢.) ou the basis of messures over which an employee has minimal
control.

Szcond, these measures are ofren deficient in rhat they ouit important
agpacts of a person’s job, For example, a superintendent in one district
may loan equipmernt to a superintendent in another district. The Tesult may
be an increase in prefits for the company, but an increase in costs for the
superintendent who loaned the equipzent. The poor memory of a superior and
the lack of completeness of the accountiry system which "keeps score' wmay
lead to the tdentification of & "winrer" and a "loser" rather than the
beheviors of two team playcrs who contributzd to the overall profits of che
company.

Third, these measures can encourage a results~at-all-costs mentality

that can run counter to ¢ rporate ethics policies, not to mention legal




requirements. HMoreover, a results-at-all-costs mentality can run counterx

to the overall productivity of the organization. In the above exaxmple,
loaning equipmcut hurt the monthly cost shect of the loamer, but it signifi-
cantly increased the profits of the organization. The reverse might have
been true if the individual had adhered to a 'my own results at all costs"
?hilosophy.

Fourth, cost-related peasures are difficult to obtain for most white-
collar jobs. For exeznle, a cost-related measure of a logging cutter's
effectivencss might be the cumher of trees cut divided by the number of
hours worked. Buz, what coct-releted meacures exict for a perscanel mana~
§cr, englneer, ur aewspapel teporier?

Finally, and wos:z {zporcanzly, from a perfcrirance improvement stand-
point, economic rnaasures cr perforaance outccazes de uot inform the employee
wiuat he or she neads to do to maintain or increase productivity, For
example, telling 2 baseball plaver that he juat struck out will not come as
a surprise to him. He already has that information. Stopping with the

identification of pcor performance is insufficient! Wnat the player needs

to koow is what he must do to at least get on first base aand possibly hit a
home rum.

Traics

For ote¢ or more of the above reasons, 90 percent of today's organiza-
tions measure an enployee's effectiveness in terms of tralts cor distinguish-
ing qualities of pcople which individrals in the organiza:ioral hierarchy
believe arc dcsirable, rather thaonm 2n ~ecat-related outcomes., These trait

zeasures gencral’,; iaclude such concepts as ceuzitment, creativity, loyalty,
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initiscive and the like. The problem with traits, from a p.oductivity stand-
point, 1is twofold. First, telling a person to ''be & better li{stener'" or to

"ghow more initiative" may be excellent advice, but it doesn't tell the person

il ol

what to do to implement this advice. Before such discussions motivate the

employee to behave appropriately, traits must be defined explicitly.

Blgayalur

Second, trait measures are looked upon unfavorably by the courts vhen
decisions based upon them have adversely impacted people who are members of
a protected clacs. This is because, 1n the words of one court decision,

traits are susceprihie to partialify ard to che perscmal taste, whim, or fancy

. 3 .
¥ the evaluastor. 2% Peter Drucker hee sald:

An Lmplovee owas no 'leyalty'; he owes no 'love';
and no "artitedes'--he cwes performarce aud nothinog
else, , . . Menagemxent and manager development

: should concern thewselves with changgs in bLehavior
likelv to reke a mra mote effective,

P~ticaally ldapti{ving Perfornance Problens

The above two approaches to assessing performance represernt the most fre-

o adamd s Ul 1l b Ry il Ak saa it T ] i M e seiacliianl ek

) quently empioyed tachniques curreatly used in industry. Notice that both

T

techniques tell the subordinate very little about what he or she has done

vrong and how to correct it. Also, evaluations in cost terms or traits are

R

freguently zlobal and removed fcom what the subordinate actually does. ;

In this section we will describe some less frequently used procedures

that are based on more rational models. These techniques represent attempts
to des~ribe wmore specifically what the subordinate is doing i{pcorrectly. The

heart of these rational approsches is to make evaluations based upon comparisons.

P T 7 YR S P T

:

. 3 é
L viade v. lississipol “Superzvive bwtenslon Tarvice, 372 F., Suppl <o ;
. (1974), 7 EDT “lnt. %
, a
g Drucker, P. Manavernt:  Tasks, respeonsibilities, and practices. New i

York: Harper—éhd kow, 16,3,

3
=




T TS T e

7

Cf course, the comparisons can be of different types, and the types serve tc

distinguish thre: definitions of performance problens. They also sarve to

establish three ways of sssessing or increasing a performance problea. The
key in each approach is to discover a performance gap. The spproaches differ
wvith reference to the components compared in discovering this gap.

Dianrepancy Between Goels and Measured Achievement

In cany cases, identifying a performance problem consists of couparing

an a priorl goal witi actual performance. For example, one cculd compare

the nunber of <ars a salesperson sold 1in & given wmonth with the agreed upon
goal regarding cars to be sold that wonth. A discrepancy between the two
nucbers represents a per{ormance gap. This approach in identifying perform-
ance protlems is frequently emphasized in performance improvement programs
such as management by objectives, work planning and review, and other
results oriented management strategies. As au approach to identifying per-
formance problems, it works best when several important conditicns are true:
1. Performance goals can be defined in measurable terms.
2, The goals are not contradictory; that 1s, one perform-
ance goal is not 2<taice? at the expense of another
(e.g., increasing quantity of performance at the
expense of quality).
3. The employee's performsnce can be measured in units
. identical to the way the goal is expressed (e.g.,
. nuzber of cars sold versus number of cars Lhat were
. supposed to be soid).

In many cases these three conditilons cannot be met. For exanple, a

salesperson might be urged to develop sustained, long-term relations with

custorers while simultaneocusly being compensated for short-term, quarterly
sales results, When performance 1s multidimensional, as it is ia most, if

not all, complex jobs, identifyiug performance 2aps between the goals set

> snd actual performance can lead to the identification of performance areas

}
l
|

that are being emphaeized to the detriment of other equelly important areas.
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Finally, while it may bte feasihle to establish goals in quantifiable
terms, numerous measurement problems may hamper the actual assessment of an
individual's performance in relation to these goals. For example, while it
may be nececsary to reduce scrappage by 1S percent, scrappage may be
affected in multiple ways by onc or more groups let alune people within a
group. Thus, documenting an individual's performance can prove difficule.
This is especially true when the emphasis on measuring an individuel's per-
formance i1s on performance outcomes.

Comparisons Across People, Units, or Crgaunizations

Because of the problems encountered with a goal-achievement discrepancy
approach to identifving performance problems, it is not infrequeut to find
managers comparing <ndividuals, divisions or organizaticns with one another.
Thic results in a ranking of performance such that thosc with the lowest
ranking are identified as haviog performance problems. This can be achieved,
and frequencly is, witnout the articulation of specific, measurable perform-
ance goals for any particular individual, division or organization. The
comparison is mad:e on the basis cf performance relative to others—-not on
the bacis of a gap between the goals set and performance in relation to
goals. However, corbining different dimensiouns of job performance and
measuring achievement ou each dimension frejuently poses a problem. Fer
example, even though two managers may agree that individuals X and Y are
"poor" supervisors relative to others, such comparisons, even if the two
managers agree on thelr overall or glcbal rankings, are not particularly
helpful ir diagnosing the causes of poor performance. As we shall note in
a later section, these two managers may well attribute high or low perform-

ance to quite different causes ev.n though they agree on the ranking of

the overall performauces of the individuals. These attributions can be
crucial in deciding what to do to sustain high performarnce and/cr improve

low perfermance.
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Comparisons Across Time

Single individuals, units, or organizations can be compared with them-
selves across time. This type of comparison icplies that the definition of
poor performance 1is declioing performance (aud good performance i3 increas-
ing). As long as the same dimensions of performance are compared across time,
this approach avoids both the first and second probleus identified earlier.

Of course, performance sr1ll must be measurable in units that are meaningful
and understandable for the person who 1s being measured. But, goals and
agreemeat arong managers with refereace to a performance ranking are not
pecessary with this approarch.

thile the constrafurts upen using this approach are less than tho:e
associated with the first two, this appr. ich 1s susceptible to naive appli-
cation and gross mycvia. Frequently, increasing performance may not indicate
success or even survival (c.g., when the competition is improving at an even
more raplc ratej. 1t is alce the case that desreasing performance may not
be dysfunctional (e.g., when an individual's performance decremeat is
necegsary in order to prevent overload and pcssible detrimental stress). In
the latter case, a short-terw performanca decline aay even be necessary to
insure long-run curvival and continued productivity.

In summary, each of these thresz approaches to identifying performance
problems assumcs that performance is measurable. Each assumes that some stan-
dard for assessmeat exists or can be derived. In the first case, the standard
cousists of well defined, quantifiable goals. In the seccnd, the standard is
the performance of another individual, unit, or organization. In the third,
the standard is previous perforaince.

1icwever, there are problens with these procedures. In many cases, a

manager cay have bias:d informotion or inadercate Lonformation. In other cases,
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the information processing requirad (i.e., multiple comparigons across time and
peopla) may be too demanding without technical aids. We need to .e asware of
these human limitarious and how to overcome them before we discuss tne prac=

tical implications of what 15 known about deciding about the causes of low

performance and coping with such.

Human Llicits on Identifying Performance Problems

The limitations »f the processes described above emphasize problems of
measurement end coaflicting performance dimensions. In addition, there are
characteristics of the person that constraic the identification of performance
problems. When these ~haracteristics influence managers as they dlagnose per-
furasnce, they scirve to move the df-pucsils toward ronrationsl, less systematic,
more intuitive modes. What are some of these constraining characteristics?

First, it is frequentl: the csse that managers are willing to accept a

satisfactory, perhars even the first satisfactery, identification of a
performance problem. Maxir{ziug secrch and diagrosis in the pursuit of a
complete iden:tificati~n cay not be cost effective. Morcover, such a com-
pletely rational analysis may not even be humanly possible when managers
are confronted with a multitude of performance symptoms and a wide array of
possible causcs of poor performance. The managerial world is one of fre-
quent interruptions, rapid reordering of priorities, political subtleties
and considerable time pressures. To manage in such a world is to satis-
fice, compromise and operate with flexible goals., The comparison processes
nccessitated by each of the three previous approaches may not he feasible
in many day-to-day wanagerial situaricns.

Sceond, goals and tha asscssment ol performance problems are not always

the genesinp {or —-upagarial action, In face, thev Irequentiy becone “after

k.
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the fact” rationalizations or justifications for what has already occurred.
This displaccment of goals and perfcrmance definitions is frequently
observed when managers justify a salary increasc or promotion decision
(which has elready been zade on other than performance grounds) by appealing
to selective cases ol high performance which have not teen carefully docu-
tented and certafaly not definmed aApriori. In other words, goals and defini-
tions of desiruble performance ate derived fro: observaticns of performance
rether than establichied prior to fustruction, guidance and other managerial
actions &izcd at yproducing high perforwance.

Third, goals and definitions of performance/performance problems are
usually subject to varyin, iacerpzetaticus as a function of managers'
values, beliefs, und expericuces. It is seidom the case that a single
minager wic.. a single gosl 4 allowed by the organizaticn to define a
problem solely frow his/her pcrspective. Rather,

managers with varylng and even conflicting values and objectives derive a
definition of what is expected and what constitutes a significant performance
problem., Once different groups with differing perspectives enter the arens,
political, bargaining and negotiating skills become crucial in evolving
performance definjitions. With these forces set {n motion, the analytical,
systeratic and lovical processes of comparison required by the three rational
perspectives becon: less feasible. At & oinimum, the realitics of multiple
parties with multiple objectives result {n more diffuse and less certain
definitions of performance. what 1s cnd what 1{s not a performance problem
1s defiied by different groups b, processes of nenetiation, bargoining, and

policical behavior.

i
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Fourth, performarecc goals and problems are not static, frozen or rigid.
Rather, important performance problems tend to shift, to be unstable, to be
dynamic. In growing organizations, particularly at the top, the expected
dimensions of perforcance shift over time, occasionally even in unpredictable
ways. This instabllity end dynamism mean that rational approaches would need
to make continous cowparisors, adjusting for changing envirommentsl inputs.
Such a requirez:nt 15 clearly unfeasible and unrealistically costly in many
organizations. Thus managors satisfice, justify, rationalize 1o the face of
such realities. To fixate on single, static measures of performance can
embed a manager in u quscnire of rigidity and frozen action. In order to maintain
needed flexibility, complete rationality and thorough systcmatization are
frequently reststcd by wise wmanagers.

When we cozbine these sll-too-human characteristics, an image of the
effective nanager cmcrges as a person who 1s flexible, dynamic, possessed of
limited information processing capacity, willing to compromise snd bargain
and, most of all, {s subject to major constraints ino {dentifying pesforum-
ance gaps and cscablishing performance goals., Docs this mean that careful
analysis of performance problems {s impossible? That systematic approaches
to enhancing performance are impossible? That . caningful goals cannot be
set? That there is little to offer managers in their efforts to correct
performance deficienci¢s? Clearly, the answer to these guestions is an

emphatic “nol" However, it 1s oqually clear that 1if normative, purely
rational cc..parative perspectives on identifying performance problems are to be
of help, we oust understand and account for the underlying realities of

decision making atout performance problems,
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Thus, we nw move to a discussion of several new and exciring find-
ings about how humans go about the difficult, complex task of de:iding the
causes of a prrformance problem ouce it has been identified throuth either
systematic or more loosely defined and intuitive processes. The bittow line
is loing soreching obout a performance gap. And what one does depcnds
heavily up n what one assumes to be causing the performance deficieicy. As
ve are abs 't to sce, causes gnd as3jumptions about causvs are not obvious in

the worl4 of performance appraisal,

DECIJICNS AEQUT (.AUSLS OF POOR PERFORMANCE

“he previous gectior descrited the problems ¢f defining performance,
especiully substandard performunce., As we ncted, there are frequent and
recurring shortfclls bet.een what sl.ould be done and what actually happens.
In the next two sections we move to the sceond stage of the process. From
the manager's perspcctive we will deseribe how ranagers deal with poor
performance problems., That is, given that poor performance has occurred,
how does the manager decide 1) what the problem is and 2) what to do about
it. From thc subordinate's perapective we will discuss how poor perform-
ance feedback 1s reccived, evaluated a2ad acted upon.

What lappens when a manager or supervisor observes or is informed of
a subordinate's pouor performancc? That is, given that the manager has
knowledge of the problem, kow does he or she procecd to renedy it?

The literaturc (up until recently) related to this question has been
rother sparse and tends to be of a descriptive or personal experience
rature, There scems to be agrecment thut certain violations demand an

igriediace and punitive response. For cxample, theft, falsification of

1t e il
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records, fighting with the supervisor, or flagrant insubordiration usu.lly
result in severe reprimands, probation, and/or terminatioa.5 In many causes,
this response 18 dictated by company policy and the supervisor really has
very little discretion over how to respond to the issue.

However, most cases are not so clear-cut. What usually happens 1s that
a subordinate migses a deadline, is tardy or absent occasionslly, does not
work overtize when pecded, cogages in horseplay, does sloppy work or some
other less extremec viclation of expected behavior. 7The task of the super-
visor or manager is more complex in these scttings, sioply because there
ar2 few clecar prescriptions or rules about how to proceed.

Probably the first thing that happens in cases for which no clear
policy exists is tnat the suparvisor tries to detcrmine why the behavior
occurred. In trvipg to ascertain the cause of the poor performance, the
supervisor =ay colicit infcrmction from a variety of sources includiug the
subordinate in qucstion. After this information is gathered, it aust be
processed, sorted, and evaluated and eventually some sort of reason or rea-
sons are judged to be the contributing factors. For exacple, the poor
performance might be due to a low skill level, a lack of motivation, poor
ingtructions or insufficient support services,

Afcer the cause is determined, the su.ervisor will usually select soxe
course of action that fits thc believed cause. So, for example, {f the
subordinate'c poor perf-roance {5 seen as belug caused by low motivation,
the supervisor might enzaze in a8 formal disciplinc procedure and verbally

reprimand tlie exployee. 1f, on the other hand, the reason is secn as

Wheeler, H. N. Tfunishrent theorv and induntrial discipline. Industrial
Relations, May 1976, 235-2.3, 7This paper revicws the typical offenses and
managerial actions involved in cares of industrial discipline,

L. P SO
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insufficient information or support, the superviscr zight institute changes
in the work setting and if ability is seen as the cause, training might be
appropriate.

There are two key points about tha process described above which need
to be highlighted. First, it is a two-stage process. There is a diagnosis
phase where the supeivisor detc-mines the cause of poor performance, and
there 1s a decision phase where a response is sclected from a sat of alter~
natives. Second, we zust recognize that this process entails active informa-
tica processing on the part of the supervisor. Therefore, simply having good
performance apprraisal instrumeats or prescribed disciplinary procedures is
oot enough. In order to understand vhat is happening and how poor performance

can be handled rore 2f ectively, we must understand this evaluation process

wore fully.

A Model of Diagnocing and Rezponding to Pcor Performance

The wodel which s presented here 1s designed to represeat the two-stage
process described above. The foundations for 1ts development come from a
variety of sou--~~ and move detailed discussions of this literature can be
found elseuhere.6 However, the most imporrtant point that needs to be eapha-
s8ized is thot the assuzpzions and hypotheses built into the model vere mostly

generated from social peychological research on attribution theory rather than

from the literaturc on induastrial discipline or perfrrnance appraisal. A brief
review of attribution theory and its relevance for performance appraisal
issues can provide a berter understanding of much of what fcllows.

Attribution theory is essentially a theory about people's naive assumptions

about the causes of their own bechavior and the behavior of others. All of us

6

Green, S. . arnd Mlzclhicdl, T. R. Atrtributional precesses of leaders in
leader-member int.ractions. Orpnnizational Behavior and Human Perf{crmance,

1979, 23, 429-458. 7This {5 a reoview of the attribution literature anplied
to tne leadersnis setting,
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try to figure cut both why we did thiags or why other people ¢i1d what they did.
The process ot deturcining the causes of behavior is called an attrivution
process--we attritute our behavior or other people's behavior to various

types of causes. By engaging in this attribution process, we provide order

and understanding to our prediction of our own and others' actions.

The contributicns of attribution theory te :the prcblem of performance
evaluation are threefold. First, research on the attrioutional process has
shown that people are fairly systematic in their diagnoses of behavior. We
know a fair ar.cunt sbout what cort of informition is processed and how it
is processed. Sccocd, we have lvarmed that there are a number of Loth
rational and less rational ~ctivities that go on. Some of these "errors" in
the attridbutional procaess are built into our medel. Third, one major distinc-
tion that has been cexcceptionzlly helpful has been tre idea that causes of
behavicr can be scen as falling into two major classes: 4internal and external,
Internal causes are souething about the person--their abilities, effort,
personality and mood. External causes are sozething about the setting--task
difficulty, available infcrmation, interpersonal préssures. Obviously,
whether a supervisor nakes an internal or exteranal at:iribution about the
causes of poor perfcrmance is critical for understanding what response will
be selected.

The wodel 18 presented in Figure 1. COne can see that the two rain
stages arc labeled links 1 and 2. Link 1 refers to the process of making
an actribution and link 2 refers to the process of choosing an appropriate
responsc. For both of these stages there are some rational factors and some
biases that affect the supervisor's judgments. The rest of this section

briefly dezeribes these "voderators" in more detall.

Insert Figure 1 here




B it L R o amm

! 17

The most ebvicus rzticnal factors for helpirg a manager making attri-
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i butions have been labeled distinctiveness, cousistenzy, and consensus.

Distinctiveness refers to irec exte:nt to which a subcrdinate has performed

poorly ¢a other tusks, The less distinczive, the more likely an external
atrribution. Consictency refers to the extenr to wl.ich performance has been

poor before on tllis particular tasx. The Tore consistency, the m:ore intermal

the attributien. Finally, consensus refers to the extent to whicn other
subordirates perform poorly at this task. The lower the consensus, the more
internal the attribution.

Let's take an exzzple. Suppose a subhordinate fails to tura ia a budget
report o.a time. Tne supervisor gathers or recalls the above information and
reallzes that this scvbordinats is (1) always tariy in getting in reports,
(2) is alwaeys late wi'h f:nanzial reports, ané (3) neae of the other subordi-
nates are late., In this case the supervisor ic likely to attribute this
poor perfcrmance to camething about the subordinate (e.g., his ability or
motivacion). TIf{, or the other hand, the subordincte has (1) never xissed a
deadline before for anv task, (2) always get financ.al reports in on time,
and (3) evervbody had trouule this particular month with gettiang their
; o reports in, then an exiernal attribution 4s likelv., Somcthing zhcut the
i financial situation this ceonth (or perhaps too much work) s the prcbable

attributior.

1 ; But, besides these raticcal, informoticnal cucs there are other fae-
1 tors that can {aflucnce the atcributicn. Many of these factors introduce
ies into the prccens. First, aind protably most irporrant, ir the ccior/
‘ observer bilas. It hav been well docuz.nted tn.t people think their own
. behavior tceudy to be caused by euternal forces but that the iehavior of

.S others is5 cruced by intcrual factors. The behaviaor of somenne else is

S emer o as e # mmim timeeem s s s s e s = g




salient to the cutsic. observer, but 1t is the environment which is salient
to the actor. S., a subordinate [actor] explaianing the causes of his or
her behavior is likely to sea it as caused by extermal events w'.ile the
supervisor [obscrver]) is likely to cee it as caused by internal dispos-—
itional factors.

Coupled with the sctor/observer error are some self-serving biases.

In gemeral, peuple tend to attribute successes to theaselves and failures

to forces bevond their control. When we combine these two biases, we can

wlal o s

see that in cases of pocr perfcnrance it Ls very lik:ly that supervisor

|
Jo—

will cev the couc=4 a:, internal to the subordinate, vhile the subordinate

will see the cavze as ovterna) events., Thi. difference in attributions is

likely to lead to couflicy, disagreement and hard fecliugs.

There are sote cther sources of error in this attribution phase. Any-
thing that increcses the disctaoce (psychologicsally and ghysically) between

the supervisor and the subordinate is likely te increase actor/observer and

self-cexrving ertors. For example, the less the supervisor likes the sub-
ordinate, the less expcrience the supervisor has .ith the sudbordinate's job and
the mora pover the supervisor has, the more the supcrvisor is likely to make

internal eriributicar for roor performance.

The scecid link 1n the model is the decicien phase--tihe supervisor

must select a respon:ie, Obviously, 1f an intcrnal attribution has becn made,

the respcuse is likeiy 1o e directed at the subordinate (e.g., reprimand,
treinings and 1f an external attribution is made, a response directed at the
task will be mor« apprrcpriate (e.g., provide more su;port, change the task).
Again, there nre s¢e vational ond less rational factors that affect this

resporse.
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On the rational side is the fact that supervisors at this point usually
enguge in some sort of cost/benefit analysis. That is, they weigh the pros
and cons of varfous responses. They consider such factors as what is the
probability of a given response (1) changing the subordinate's behavior,

(2) having a positive or negative impact om other ecployees, (3) making the
supervisor feel good, (4) adhering to company policy and so on. Tnhese are
clearly important inputs to cthe decisicn.

But, again, there arc scme less obvious factors that seem to enter im.
For exavple, there i{s now considerable evidence that the consequences of the
poor performance affect the response by the supcrvisor? If the missed
deadline for the financfal report results in a lost ceatract, the supervisor
is much more likely to be personal and punitive than if nothing negative
occurs. In many cases, the subordinate may have no control over the outcome,
but yet he or she is treated zuch more severely when something negative
happens than when nothing negative happecs.

Another source of bias in the response phase is likely to come frou the
subordinate in the form of apologies, excuses and external explanatioms.
Even though the supervisor has accurately diagnosed that a subordincte
perforned poorly becausc of low motivation, he or she is less likely to be
punitive and severe if tha subordinate apologizes and promises it will never
happen again. t is sizply hard for o manager to be severe and punitive

with someone who admits their mistake.

! Mitchell, T.R. acd Wood, K.E. Superviscrs responscs to subordincte poor

performance: A tcst of an attributicnal model., Organjzational Behavicr
and Human Perfcrmarce, 1960, 25, 123-136. The research demonstrates the
types of informatiocn that supervisors use and the errors they make when
Judging & poor performer.
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! A final source cf bias sprirgs partly from the actor/observer error.
It seers as 1f supervisors are less likely to look at and understand ways

that a task can be changed. We are much more apt to simply try te change

the person rether chan the task. This bias 1s partly caused by the fact
that it is recaechow easier to tell soteone to "be different” than to tTy te
change the ervircnmeat. And it is also true that we seldoz have the appro=
priace voznbulary or knowledge for dealing with changes in the task.

If oae surmarizes the implications of what goes oa in the two phases i
ve have described, the following conclusions emerge. First, supervisors are :

likely to see¢ the poor pecfor-ance 0f subordinates as irternally caused,

Secepl, there is likely to be disagrecment about that atrributicn. Third,

thare are forces aleng with the inter-zal arctriburion (such es outcome knowl-

b L

edje and ease of use) which «will push the supervisor towards a personal,
punitive response. However, apolegies and social or organizational con-

! straints may make it difficult to actually use such respcmses. Thus we are

b a1 48

faced with a sicuation where a supervisor first of all may unknowingly make

i some errors of judgment obout the causes of poor performance, and then 3
secondly feel frustrated because of certain social or organizational prohi-
bitions about what he or she feels should be dome. ;

! One final point needs to be mentioned. There are times when the above

process is not used. More specifically, there are certain situations where
there exists efther a perional or organizatioral policy to deal with poor ;
performance (e.g., three unexcused abscnces in a month requires a written ]
reprimand). Under these conditions, the citributional process may not be

> active, and we have resrcsented this circumstance in our model by having a

line directly froc t' 2 beliavicr to the response.

!
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Scme Eapirical keeults Zurseriing the Model

We have ccaducted a number of studies over the last few years that were

designed to test a number of propositions of the model. While a detailed

4 description and review of this research is availatle elsewhere? a short

summary of what we have done should be helpful.

First, we should joipt out that the methodologies used have varied

; widely. We have done <ritical incident interviews in organizations tc gather
incidents of poor performance, the type of attributions made and responses
used. Wwe hive used surveys to ascertain the frequency cf tvpes of poor per-
formance and responses. Some of the studies have invoived the presentation

4 of cases (based on the incidents) to supervisors in a written form or on

£4lm, and the sujuvrviscr maves attributicns and indicates intonded responses.

In this type of research we exbed cur manipulations in the case or film

E material (e.g., vas on apology preseat or not, was there a serious outccme

or not). Finally, some of our studies have been simulations of organiza-

tional settings. We have run three studies where we have hired people as

subordinates anl supervisors to work on clerical type tasks. In these set-
tings the sybordinstes are vither confederates (and one is instructed to '
> perforz poorly) cor we provide the supervisor with bogus data about perform~
Ly ance. Agafn, we can manipulate information we give to the supervisor such

. as background data on the subordinates (e.g., their past work history, their

ability on rthe task, their simllarity to the leader) or more social factors
(e.g., the superviss:'s finzncial dependence cn the subordinates' perform-

ance, the leader's power).

[}

~ 8 Mitchels, T.R., Green, S.G., and Wood, KR.E. An attributional mcdel of

) lcadership and the poor perforoing subordinate: Developoent and valida-

Vi tion. Ian L.L. Cul:ings and B.M. Staw (eds.) Rescarch in Organizational
Behavior, Vol. 3, JAL Press, 1980. This is a surmary; of the research work

on the attriburtiornal wodcel.
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In general, the data indicate:

1. That workers do attribute success to internal factors and

failure to external factors.

2. That distinctiveness, consistency and consensus affect attri- 3
butions in the zanner predicted.
3. That effort attribucions on the part of the supervisor lead to

woTe eXtreme responses tham ability attributions. More

specifically, success, when it is attributed to effort, is
more highly rewarded than when 1t is attributed tc abilicy.
Taeilure, when it 15 attributed to lack of effort, is core
severely punished thar whan 1t is attributed to low ability.
! 4. <hat internal atrributions result in tore personal and punitive
responses directed at the subordinate than external attributioms.
5. That negative or severe outcomes as opposed to pesitive out-
comes incr:ase the chances that negative responses will be
directed at the subordinate.
6. That apologies on the part of the subordinate decrease the
chances that the supervisor will be punitive.
, 7. That a supervisor who is dependent on the subordinate will want
i thc subordinate to lock good to others and will explain poor
rerformance as extcraally caused.
! 8. That corganizatioual policies can change or kypass the attribu-
tional process and directly dictate a response.

Y There are a number of implications of this type of model for both

3 theory and practice, But perhaps the most i=portant point to recognize is
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that the supervisor ic an active processer of informatiocn and that a
veriety of both relevant (e.g., past performance) and ncnrelcvaat (e.g.,
similarity) cues &ifect his or her judgment about a subordinate. So, both
the definiticu of poc: nerformance and the manager's interpretat.on of its
cause and rcspouse te 4t have rationmal cad nonrational compeneants. Before
turning to a dlscuszicn of some ways that we can improve this pruocass, we

will briefly describe the process from the subordimate's perspect.ive.

CCPING WI7d POOR PERFORMANCR: SUBORDIMATE PERSPECTIVE

vhat harpens vhen an irdividual {s confronted with data indicating a
serious .erformanre preblez? Frequently a sequence of psychological and
behavioral even.: occur.

Deny It

In many cases the first reaction is a cognitive adjustment of denial.
The facts are lisputed, the actuality or reality is denied or interpreted in
8 wore favorable light or a different mission than the one intended ty the
evaluator is claimed. The reascn that denial is so frequertly and so quickly
instigated is that it serves to protect, at least momentarily, the performer
from loss of esteem, confidence aud face. Moreover, if others accept the
denial, which may be enccuraged by equivocal evidence and ambiguous goals,
then the performer does not need to expend time and erergy in acctuaily
correcting or enmhancing his/her performance. On the surface, denial appears
to be a reascnable, first-shot strategy for coping with a performance prob~
lea., 1t 1s a natural reaction by e sutordirute or dependent person. Mama-
gers should expect it and be prepared to confront it and encourage movement

beyond this stage of copning.
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Hide I«

If denial does not suffice, many prcblem performers will mov: from a
cognirive adjustment to explicit behavior aimed at hiding, coverits or bury-~
ing the observ.ble symptoms associated with subscandard purformance.
Certainly such behavior may be aimed ac shielding the symptons frcm the view
of the buss. In professional occupationz, considerable effort may be extended
toward burying poor performance from other evaluators, e.g., peers, public
regulators and agency inspectors. Unfortunately, this 1s not an infrequent
respounse in putlicly sensitive professions such as nuclear inspection,
wedical practice, public accounting and even rresidential affairs. This
coping strategy refresents a rescpnition that denial s either pot possibdle
(1.e., there s too much confirming evidence indicating pocr perforzance)
or too risky (i.e., 1f the evidence werc public, previous dernial wouid eppear
dishonest and srupid). So cnersy 1s expended and benavier directed at con=-
sclously hiding cvidence of poor performance.

Justify It

Let's elcvate the coping process one more step. The performance problea
cannot be denised (it did happen), it cannot be hidden (the boss, perhcps
peers and maybe even the public know), then what? Tvpically, at this stage,
-onsiderable effort will be extended toward justificatioa or rationalization.
Most froquently the form of this resyponse ‘s to attempt to diminish the
significance ¢f the performance problem. Phillip Caldwell, Ford Motor

Company chairman, when confrancted by a Wall Strect Journal reporter who

compared Ferd's receat fluanciul losses to Chryvsler Corporation's evolving

collapse, i3 reported to have respouded, "Ford 1is a strong company and intends
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to remein a secure lesder in world sutomotive production and techunology."

In other words, it could be worse. When compared to Chrysler, Ford's per-
formance protlexs appear minuscule. Caldvell could well have gsaid, '"Ford
intends to survive on its own, and that's Letter than Chrysler.” Of course,
tha art uf Justification 1in the face of declining purformance depenit on the
crastive and selective use of comparisons. Relative to Toyota Motor Cozpany
l and Missan Motor Company, Ford looks quite different.

Allocate It

Tae plot thickens. What happens 1f denial is denied the poor performer,

e oy

{f substendard performance is public knowledge, and if ccmparisons to even

e

' poorer performers are iwpossihle or unbelievable? Frequently individuals and
organfzations will adopt tne coping strategy of allo-ating the responsibility

for the poor performsace to somecne else Or to an external agent (e.g., &

ST,

cozpetitor e2ngaging in unfair actg, the government, ¢T &n unpredictable
advzrze twist of uature). Considerable cnergy is expended dividing up the

vespcnatbility for che prublum with a noticesble swpharis upon allocations

-
i iy )

L

L to othcvs: an exterral actributfon. This 1o the stag: of aggressive fsult-
c finding ard emotional a@ssertions of bleome.

. Yhy Thase Stratcgies?

Wny are tucse reactions to performance problems 80 prevalent? Our 3

avalysis suggests at least two fundamental reasons. The first focuses on

b G St L

the nature of performance: environments ond the manner ’n which performance
i gonls are typically articulated. The second is because, until receotly,
ransgerial and behavioral science knowladge had not produced a well-founded

technology for changing aad improving human performancc that is both valid

- g
7 B 9 Wall Street Journal, April 16, 1980, p. 2.
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(1.e., supported by evidence, experience, and theory) and realistic. But
%ore on this in the next secrion.

The above four coping strategies nr§ most likely to occur and to exhaust
the repertory f s mavager's coping strategy vhen one or more of the follow-
ing three coniiitions axist:

1. Vhen statements of desired performsnce remain smbiguous.

2. +hen public admission of poor performance 38 punished
(e.g., 18 politically dangerous).

3. When commitments tn specific performance goals are
avoided in order tn maincain future flexibility and
acceesidility to opportunisa.

So, let's summarize vhat ve've s11d so far. First, managers often have
difficul.cy with the definition of poor performance. This problem may occur
because of poor articulation of goals, conflicting goals, or becsuse of some
biases on the part of the supervisor. The evaluation of csuses and the choice
of responses also has its more rational and lass rational components. Using
inforvation about the individual's past performance in similar and other
sattings as well as comparisouns with other co-workers can lead to generally
sccurate assessments of causes. On the other hand, self-serving biases,
apologies, and outcome knowledge can lead to inappropriate diagnoses and
responses., Finally, to the extent that performance evaluations are seen as
arbitrary, ambigucus, and threstening, the subordinste 1is 1ikaly to engags

in behavior that will block or diminioh the recognition of the problem. Our

final section suggests some ways to deal with these processes more effectively.
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COPINT THRSUCH CONSTAUCT.V e PERFOR LY 1-PROVEILNT

Coping w.ith the poor performer inmvolves at least four bacic uteps.
First, one must determine what it is the employee is rujuired to 1) on the

Job. That is, one must answer the question, "What truly ks criticel for the

exployee to perforc ef:ecrively on the job?" As we noted esrlier, scme
methods of idectifyin; poor performance also lead to defiritions of desired

performance. But scm do not! Sc, in cnhancing performance we must go beyond

PP g

cerely identifying whot 1s undesirable to =vecifying what 1s better. Ip the

Ll i

process we cua _1go reduce uncertaintv and sabiguitv. The sescond step is to
be sure thai managere are able to reccgnize cffective performance whern they
see 1t occuvr. Ratimy crrers must be recoguized and reducec. Inazcurcte
s;praisalr lesd to discourapcment and apathy on the part of e=ployees. Third,

one must eag:.r. in th: setclag cf speriffic pexfevzance goals with the erployee.

L e ey il

Specific goals that arc difffculr but artainable have becn ghowr repuatedly

to lead to effective outcomes. TFinallv, cne must be careful to insure that

Jidl

the ccusequences {or the emylovce of goal attainment sre positive or the
goals vill not bu¢ accepted. What we are sugpesting is that 1) a clearer,
better delinition of perforrance can he made, 2) rating errors and bizses can
be recogniced and reluced, 2) goels can be set ia behavioral or other terms
‘that can be agreed vpon, assessed &nd fair, and 4) commitment to these goals :

can be attained. The folloving pages discuss each of these steps in more

detail.

R

Defining %ffectiv:ness

Before cn can motivate a persdn to iryrove his or her productiviry, cne
wusl be abtle to speelfy what It is the persen i< to start doing, stop doing,

or continue soin;, That lz, cne wmust to¢ s#N)e to define productivity in terms

Dbl sk W 1 s tlodlottlBI0 1 oot U
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of what it 13 an indivicuel ermployee ‘s to e doing on the job. Tradition-

e e . . et T At bt

: ! ally, performance cutcomes or traits have beer used 2 evaluate p:rformance,

~t

acd ve have alreadv evaluated their shortcozings. What Las recently appeared

in the literature is an emphasis on defining effectiveness behavioially, snd

it {s this procedure which we feel has promise.

Behavioral Massures

- e e

Behaviorally bised neasures of performance can be related wmore directly
to what the erpleoyee actually does, and they are more likely to minimize
irrelevant factors not undcr the control of the ermpiorce than can cost-

‘ related measures or traits. Behavioral measures deviloped from o systematic
job analyslis serve as {ndicators of pérforunnce outccmes such &5 wnits pro-

duced/manhour, w:tendance, occlidents, etc. Great performance cutcemes such

e e O e

as high profits do nc: coze abcut through osmorfs. Soretoe muct do somce~

thing to =reat. them. B3ehavioral measures based on 8 thorough job #nalysis
{ndicate preciscly what 4s being dene by an emrlovee to warrant recognition,
discipline, transfevr, precustion, dezczion, or terzination. Thus, behavioral
measures not onay define tralis (e.g., initiacive) explicitly, but they
encompass performance-~related outcomes. FOr exappls, in the basedall example,
coming to work, tiralzing out, and hitting o hoze run arc oll observable
bebavior., Similarly, reducing costs by 10 petcent, selling 52 cars in a

wonth, and turning a r.pert in on time are observable behaviors. What makes

T

behavioral zcasures Jdesirable froa a productivity standpoint 1s that they

Attt . L B W M e s 1 i e A e @

measure the individunl on thlngs over whizh Le or she has control, and wost
importantly th» specif{y what the person zDust cdc or rnut do to artain thesc

outcomnes, Tuat fs, geood bulsvizral criteria specify what rhe person must ¢ -

in otder to hit a heae run, rveduce costs by 10 percent, sell ST cars in a

{
! .
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month, etc.
Developing accurate tchavioral measures of perforcance bogins with a
thorough Job ancly:is thaat identifies the strateglies that coe zZust foilov to

impact an organization's bottom lirc. One of the rost frequently used and

straightforvarc job analysis procedures for developing becnavioral neasures

is the critizal facident techaique (CIT). The CIT f{mvolves intervie~ing
people who are awarae of the zim: eud objectives of the job in question, who
frequencly observe job incuzbents on the job, and who are cavable of discerm-
ing competeat from incompeten: performauce. The interviewess are asked to
describe examples of effective and ircffective behuvior that they observed
in the past 12 nonths ¢3 critical 4in Jdoing the jor sifectivelr. The emphasis
on the past 12 zcuthe 1z to imsure tnat the information obtaincd is applic-
able to the current necdrs cf the organization. Fer cxarple, some behaviors
that wverc effcctive for arn cagfaeer in the 1960'; may ao longer be cffective
in the 1980's.

Io describing eficetive/dinetfeccive ircidents, an interviewee is asked
to explain: (&) the circunstances surrounding a specific incident where the
behavior was cecmonsirasted: (¢) exactly whot vas donc; and (¢) how the
behzvior was c¢ffecsive,/fneffective, Critical incidents that are sicilar,
if not idenrizal, cre grourcd together to form cae behaviorel item. For
2x.ople, incidesre having to do with a supervisor enccuraging subordinztes
o work effcarivzly v.rth ¢n. anidther were used recently to develop the item:
"vertally praiscs a cuberdica-e foar veluntarily bLeiping another employee on
any aspec: of the jeu."  Items that ate similar are grouped together to form
one criterion ¢ varexzrick fer defining and measuring an erplovec's effec-
tiveness. TFor exa:..ic, Ztens dealing with supervi:ery {nvoivemeat with

employses might bo ~ulled, "Interactious with Subordinates.” Each hehavioral

{tem on the scale contains five points, & rating of one to five depends upon
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the frequency with which an employee engages in a behavior. Such scales are
referred to as bchavioral observation scales (BOS). These scales possess
several important advantages in enhancing performgnce. First, they are typ-
ically developed with substantial input from employees. Thus, understanding
of and comnitment to the measures are facilitated.

Second, BOS mak: explicit what behaviors are required of an employee in
a given job. A- a job description, BOS also can be used as a realistic job
preview for job candidates by showing them what they will be expected to do

on the job, Job previews are an effective means of reducing turnover be-

cause they give candidates cufficlent knowledge to discern whether they would

have the desire and ability o perform consistently the duties of the job.

Third, the B0S facilitate fair appraisals {n that they inform both the
supervisor and the emplovee what will be observed on the job. Through the
Job analysis, the BOS contain a representative sampling of the behaviors
critical to performing effectively in the organization.

Finally, BOS facilitate explicit performance feedback {m that they
encourage meaningful discussions between the supervisor and the erployee of
the latter's strengths and weaknesses. Generalities are avoided in favor
of specific overt behaviors for which the emplzyvee 1s either praised or
encouraged to demonstrate on the job., Explicit feedback using BOS combined
with the setting of specific goals, to be discusscd shortly, has been shown
repeatedly to be an effective ucans for bringing about and/or maintaining a

posicive behavior change.

Behavioral cbservation scales, while a preferred strategy for assessing

perforzance, remain gubject tn human errors in both their development and
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administration. Thus, it is important to attempt to minimize thesc errors.
What gtratepies are available?

Minimizing Rating Errors

Human judgment enters into every criterion of employee effectiveness
regardless of whether the criterion consists of econocic, trait, or behavioral
meagures., Careful observation is a necessity if feedback based on these
observations is to serve as a motivator rather than a demotivator. Unfor-
tunately, noct organizations assume that the careful construction of perform-
ance peasures obvigtes the need for training supervisors how to observe,
record, #nd evaluate objeetively what it is they have seen. What makes
training a necessity is that obscrvers are usually unavare of rating errors.
The end result can be an employee vho {s erronecusly promoted, demoted,
transferred, or terminated. Cox=on rating errors include contrast effects,
halo, similar-to-we, leniency, and attributional bizses.

The contrast effect crror is the tendency for a rater to evaluate a
person relative o other individuals rather thaa on the requirements of the
Job. A typical outcome of thi:c error occurred recently in an organization
where an "average' manager in an exceptionally good department was laid off.
An equally "average" manager who was doing exactly the same job, but in a
poor department, was given addicional responsibility and was subsequently
prowotcd. Thus, even though these two individuals were comparable in terms
of job performance, ore benefited from the mediocri:y of peers, while the
other one suffercd because the peers were outstending.

Halo error refers to an overgeneralization from one aspect of a per-

son's job performanze to all aspects of the person's performance, For

exarple, a person who is outstanding at inventory control may be rated
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inaccurately as outstanding on 3ll areas of the job including crecit manage-

ot Ll

ment and customer relatiomns.

The similar-to-me error is a tendency for us to judge more favoiably

ot 8 s A

those people who are similar to us in attitudes and background than those
people who are dissimilar regardless of whether the similarity is job-related.
Leniency errors refer to raters who rate everyone ¢t the high or the low end
of the scale.

Finally, as we mentioced before, there are 3 :wmber of judgment errors
based on attributional blases. Supervisors tead ¢ blame subordinates for
i fallure to sce the causes of poor performance as irternal and be biased
favorably by apologies or other irrcluvant informat-on (e.g., cutcomes),

What makes these crrors insidious is that they appear to be well
developed rating habits vesistant to chunge. Pecpl¢ may continue to nake
then even when they have received lectures and waru: ags on why the errors
; r~r3t be avoided. They convinue to make them after .‘eceiving information on how
.5 to spot potential rating errors {(e.g., one person is rated on cverything
. faverably; one person rates everyonc at the low end of an appraisal scale).

: The only training prozram that 1a effective in minimizing rating error
% is one that incorporates three principles of learning that are basic to

} bringing about a relatively permanent change in behavior. These principles
l are active participation, koowledge of results, and practice.

i A training program that reduces rating errors must allow people to rate
individuels during the tvalning program. For example, giving a lecture or

gshowing a film on how to serve a tennis ball 1s unlikely to increase the

L

skill level of a unovice tennl:s player.

'
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Second, the training program must provide immediate feedback as tc the
accuracy of the trainee's rating. Discussion can then focus on what the
trainee did correctly or incorrectly.

Finally, the training prozram must allow sufficient time for the trainee
to practice the correct behavior. The literature is full of unsuccessful
stories of five minute to one hour training programs that prcoduced at best a

b}
temporary increase in the observation skills of managers.‘o To the extent

that superviscry observaticns are inadequate, blased, or are reported ipaccurately,

the probability of stimulating the productivicy of the enployes {s greatl: de-

creased, and the probability of a discrimination charge is significantly in-

crezsed.

A training program that is effeciive in reducing rating errors and increas-

ing cbserber accuracy was developed by Gary Latham and his colle'tgues.lL

In brief, 10-12 people are trained in 6-8 hours. The trainces view job appli-
cants on videotape. They rate a job applicant on the basis of a job descrip-

tion that 1s given to them pricr to obse:ving the appiicant. They then receive

knowledge of results from the trainer as to the correct rating. Discussion

follows as to a) what the applicant was observed dcing in the film to justify

the rating, b) ecxamples of where each trainee has scen a given rating error

made in both job and off-the-job settings, and c¢) ways io minimize the

occurrence of each rating cerror. The result is an increase in rater validity.

0 bernardin, H. J. Fffects of rater training on lenfency and halo error 1ia

student ratines of instructers. Journal of /fpplied Psvchnloge, 1978, 63,
301-308.

11

See Latha~, G. P., Wexley, Ko N., and Pursell, E. D. Training mansdgers to
mininize rating crrors in the observation of behavivr. .fonrnal of Applied

Psvcholopy, 1Si5, 60, 550-555; and Pursell, E. D., Dossett, D. L., and
Latham, G. P. Obtaining valid predictors by minimizing rating errors in
the criteria. DPersnnnel Psychology, 1950, 91-906.
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Goal Setcing
Once cffective or ineffective performance can be described snd defined,
aod supervisors have been :trailned to recognize and record it accurately, the

issue of izmprcving performance can be addrszissed directly. A fundameatal

concept indigenous to zost, {f not all, current theories of performaunce

motivation 1s goal setting or specifying exactlv what it is the individual

is to do on the job.

Goal setting is effective because it clarifies evactly what is expected

of an individual. is several cngineers have commoented to us, by recciving

a specific gval frea th~ zupervisor we arc able to dcteimine for the first

time what that * * * really expects from us."” Moreover, the process of

working against an csplicic goal injects interest intoc the task. It provides
challenge and mcaaing to a job. Througn goal zttainrment, feelings of accom-
plishment and rucopnitian (fron self and/or supervisor) occur.
r a - . - 4 12
Whea setting goals, the foliowing points sheuld be taken into accouat:

(1) Sciting specific gouls leads te higher performance than adopting

an attitude of "do your best."” This means that a specific score on each
BOS should be specifizd along with the key behavior or behaviors that the

employee needs to work on to improve or maintain the score.

(2) Espioyee participation in setting goals generally leads tc higher
goals being set than is the case where the goal is set unilaterally by a
superviscr,

(3) The higher the goal, the higher the performance.

(4) Performance feedback s critical to maintaining empleyee interest

in the job, revising goais, and prolonging effort to attain the goals.

Feedback reinfcrces goal setring.

12

Latham, G. P. an? Lerke, E. A, Goal setting: A ictivational technioue
that works, Orginizational Dvnamlcs, 1979, Autumn, 68-80.
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(5) 1f ezployees are evaluatud on porforrance rather than gpoal attain-
cent, they will continue zo set hignh goals regardless of whether the goals
are attaized. Hign goals lea! to higher performance levels than easy goals.
If emplovees are evaluated on goal attaiiment rather than actual performance,
they are likely to se: low goals or reject hard goals imposed by supervisors.

(6) There must be some latitude for the individual to influence per-
formance. Wherv performance 1s rigidly coatrolled by techaclogy or work
flow, such as the typical assechly line, goal scttinf may hava lictle effect.

(7) wWorkers tust not feel threatened that they will lose their job
if they iccreace their perforrmacce under the gonl setvtiny procedure. Most
people have enoug!. seuse .0t o0 pul tnhexselves cut ~f werk b beilng too
productive.

These priaciples are 'i1sis to> mcst MBO pregrams. The primary dif{ference
between what we are sayin, here and what has been advocated by MBO enthusi-
asts 48 that the latter often emphosize tie use ¢f cost-related mezsures (e.g.,

nunber of sales) whereas we argue for the use of dehavioral measures for

counseline/developmant/motivational purpeses. We have no objectien to the

tse cf MBO as 2 vehicle for plancing sthere the organization, derartzent or
individual sliculd fccus attenction and «fforts cver the next three months,

one year, or five vears. Nor deo we have any objection to the inclusion of,
these objectives with benavioral measures. Cost-ralated objectives can
clarify the context or situation whore the eiplovee's behavior will be
appraisz2,  Dur, i. shouid not he curprising if the twe sers ¢’ measures lead
to different corclusicas. TFor example, tiere =av be envirormental factors

or organtizational c¢oimatraints that are bevund the centrcl of one employee to
influeace, anl thus are srevinting thar indivicual frea artaining satisfacrory

cost-relared out:wans. The use of B0OS are helpful hiere because thay alert the

panager to Luok Jur crzanizaticnal-related obscacles if the exzployee is doing
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everything correctly. In instances wiwre the cost-related measures are satis-
factory bus the employee's bchavior is unsazisfactory, the satisfactory cost-
related Qeasurcs way be short-lived as other employecs, subordinates and/or
clients respond adversely to this behavior. Rememnber, cost-related outcomes
occur because people in the organization "did something." Accounting for
what each person did is the purpose of developing behavioral measures.

Finally, cost-related and behavioral measures may not correlate with one
another becsuse of rezording crrors on the part of the appraiser. This is

why the trainieg of raters discusscd previously is so important.

Insuring Gonl Acceptance

A straight{orvard approach to attempting to understand why an erployee

does or dous not accept a goal 1s to draw the following diagram:

Consequences
+ -
Desirable
Behavior 1 z
ndesirable 3 4
Behavior

First, list in cell 1 all the positive ccusequences that an emdloyce |
receives as a result of enguging in a desiruble behavior (e.g., a gecianic

working tzn rather than six hours).

Sezsné, list in cell 2 all the aversive consequ:izes or punishers for
engaging {n this desiradble hehavior (e.g., fatigue, arriving home late for
élanec).

Repeat the above steps ragarding the consequences of angaring in undesir-

ctle benavior. Yor an in-d:pth aualvsics, repeat these steps by discussing

thea with the «mployres themselves. This approach can provide a wational way

s

s dithe
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for gaining {nsight and develcping hypotheses as to why people behave the way
they do. More irportantly, it provides a basis for mctivating thex= to do
what you want then to do by indicating the consequences that may need to be
changed in order ro change their behavior. The approach is straightforward
and costs little; however, the cost of changing the consequences sometimes
exceeds the benefits of changing the behavior. The advantage of this approach
is that one can estimate the costs knowing, with 8 high degree of certainty,
that if the consequences are changed, the behavior will change.

This approach was used successfully by Emery Air Freight. Emery found
that efficiency was reduced by 45 percent because people on airport loading
docke shipped itexs In che wrong containers., This incfficiency was costing
the company over $1 zillion amnunally. Rather than implementing a training
program, they examined the pesitive consequences of loading containers
properly to the emplayec. This analysis revealed that there were no conse-
quencer of any kind (i{,e., positive or aversive) whatsoever. Moreover, most
employees believed they were performing efficiently.

The program requirvei each employee to fill out a behaviorz! checklist
that i{a cimilar in concept to BOS. Goals were set far eack job. All employee
improvements in performance were ref{nforced with praise by a supervisor, regard-
less of whether company goals were attained. Tiilure to attain a goal was
reinforced by praise {or ‘ionesty in reporting that failure. In this wvay,
behavior was shaped toward the desired gjoals through pratze.

It 43 importaut to note that the nnsitive coasequences of engaging in a
fiven behavior must bte percelved iomssately by the espicyee. If the con-
scquencer are nct immedlare, thed. eifectiveness decr: sces because rhe enmployee
does not clearly gee the ceoanecr:ou between the confvgquences and the behavior.
Even worse. ~rlayed p-r’tive cuncequences ray inacvertently reinforce inappro-

priate belhaviors. Tfor exarple, a new ¢ivisica minager in a start-up

—al
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operation =2y periora initiclly at a high levei. The organization nay
artempt to reward the manager with a salary {ncresse. Unfcrtunately, the
salary increase may cot be approved by the vice president until months later,
By this time the =anager's high level of performance may have dizinished as

a result of numerous frustrations. When the salary increase finally oceurs,

the manager {s, in effect, bteinz reinforced for mediocre porforzauce.

So, in summary, a strafghtforward approach for coping with poor per-
formance and enhancing producvivitr includes the four followinyg steps:

(1) Define performance behaviorally: The manager must ideacify and
define speciiic behavior or behavicrs that are required of the employee on
the job. Tha behtavior =must be pinrcinted to the extenz thot it can be
reliably observed and reccrded. "Showing initiative" is not pinpointed.
"Celling on a customit without being o v..d by anycne” is. The ability to
specify behivior in observable terms is the first skill munager. must acquire
before they con chaage cor maintain an eaployee's performance.

(2) Train managers to reduce rating errors: Enting errors are errors
in judgment that occur in a systematic naoner on the part of an observer.

What makes thuse errors sc insidious is that observers are usually unaware

that they are making them, In those instances where they are aware of the
error, they are frecuently unable to correct themselves. The end result can

be an ezployce who 1s erroncously preumoted, demoted, transfierred or teroinated.

(3) tct stecific goals: The advantage of involving the ewmployee in goal
setting 1is that it not onlv can increasc an employec's understending of what
19 requircd of the jcb, but it can lead to the ectring of higher goals than
is the cu,e uhurc'a supcrvicor vets them vnilaterally. The higher the goal,
the higher the peiformanze.

(4) In orlzr for gouals to bLe accejted, the employee must pevceive that

goal cttalnment will ivad to positive conuequurnces.,
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What prescriptions flow from our enalysis of reduciag perfcrmance gaps

and enhancing productivicy?

several guidalines for managerial action:

1) Adopt a flexible posture toward identifying performance

2)

3

problems. At times, any one of the three comparisons we
have described may be appropriate, but where possible clear

specific behavioral goals can be used both for comparisons

across time and people. Beyond the comparison processes,
the limitations of huz:us ar inforwmation processors and
decision rukers must be recognized and accemmodated whnen

etteupting to spot performance gaps.

Fullvy utilize vhat is known about how humans identify caouses

of low pexformance. Attention to such processes cof atrribu-~
tion will facilitate focucing on wvaye of improving

corvect freblec: diagnosis and enhancing the implementation
of proublcm solutions.

Do not expect that btumans will always attack pexformance
problems with constructive, proactive steps aimed at produc-

tivity enhancerent. It may be necessary to assist managers

through the usual coping strategies which so frequently hinder

direct confrontation and improvecent of substandard perform-
ance. That is, pusiing beyond denial, cover-up and blame

allocation concerning performance gaps nay be necessary to

directly confroat and solve performance problems.

The thrce stage process depicted here suggests
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4)

Fellow the steps toward constructive performance enhancezernt,

including behavioralls defining desired outcomes, careful

goal setting, evcluation training to reduce assessment ervrors,

fcedback and positive rewards for performance izprovement.
Clezrly, our enalvsis and prescriptions go well beyond what has been

typically associated with tradirional perforvance appraisal systems and

techniques.

1t is our belinf that performance definition, diagnosis,

appraisal z~d izprovement needs to be firmly anchoread in what is currently

¥nown about humans as obecrvers of performance, as evaluators and as facile

itators of change. Such an ori.nleiion provides our best opportunity for

advancing beyond gemarally unproductive zud unrcaliscive techniques and

stratezies and for improving productivity through the development of en

organizaotion's Lunzn rosources.
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